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August 14, 1997

ChainuaD Stu Wise
Georgia Public Service Commission
244 Wasbin&ton Sm:et
A1lanta, GA 30334

This PUJPOso of1his letter is to provide the Commission with b1hcrinformation
with regard to 1he BeUSouth letter that was discussed by Mr. Tamplin ofAT&T in his
awnmary and referred to by Mr. Adelman inhi,cro~tionofMI'. Scheye and
Mr. Stacy in the recentbeariqs in these dooket& A copy of the letter sent to Mr.
Tamplin is attaohed to this letter.

Met ~leady implied It the hearing that BellSouth is in violation ofthe MCIlBST
iDtercoDD.ectiClft agzecment by virtue of~£the ty])t ofJeuer received by Mr.
Tamplin, This is simply~ com:d. P..."ph 1.1.13 ofAttadlment vm to the 
~ ItltII that~SOWth b!1 DDt '*!dCIm'.~ for subsc:riber
iAfbnnation, Oldersubmission. or Il1"J ocher aspect ofMCIm'. proccsse$ or services to aid
BeUSouth'a mar1cetioa or sales c1rorta." 11Jc letterat issuehere is geaended by die
placement ofaDISCONNECT oMcrwi1h BeDSouth to terminate the ~met.locaJ
residence SCll'\'ice. Mers request forsubaiber blf'onnation,'order submission. or other
processes or services are not utiliPd in this procell at aU. The disconnect orderplaced
with Bel1South is DOt MCI'I iDformation. Rather, it is in!oImation <hat BellS_lib
any other local exchange carder, w1U receive when a customer desirel to temli.Date his or
her aarvice,

,.,..

RE: Consideration ofBeDSouth Te!«;ommumca1iODS, Inc'. Services
Pursuant to 8ection211 of'the Telecommunications At:4 of 1996;
Doc1cet No. 6I63·Un:m·U

The 10rm letter. which wa:s sent o.al1 te residence customers, was origiDaUy
intmc1cld to serve IS a simple notification to the customer that their local xm<:e with
BeDSouth had been terminated. It was designed to pro~the customer from being
slammed.

--....-R,li...., -2S-'~9?~17~:-a2--------- _._-_ ....



ChairrAm S1m W'lIC
August 14. 1991
Pqe-2-

BcUSouth clearly bas the rl&bt to solicit customen 'MKJ have disCODllCQted

Be11South local Be1'Yice. and have gone to a competitor, in order to 1rY to win b&ck their
business. This is the esscACe ofcompetition. However, thisparticular letter was never
b1tel1ded to be a wtD-b8ck 1eUei'. Since language ref1eetinr ourcompIrlYts desire to
c.on1fnue serviDg the customerhas been. construed by Mel as~ barJcI' lquase aad
that 1auguago1pptar1 in1ht Jetter, BeUSou1h discontinued sending these lettc:n effective
tM first weekofAugust. 1997.

112 the~ Bel1South will in a1llike1ihood sczd lotters to customen who haye
discOlUleCted their BellSou1h service seelciDg to win back their busiDets back. These
letters will be sent d\cr tho c1iSQOrmcct orderhas been completed and1he customer bas
befJn transferred to the CLEC. No CLBC ordeting or other CLEC iDfomlaUon has been
or wiH be used by Bei1South to generate orprocess these lette:s.

[ hope this clears \1p any concem$ about this letter.

PM11lmh

CC~ ChaUman Stan Wue
CommillioaerMac Barb«
CoraminiourBob DuMtA
OmnuialourRobert B. Baker
CommitilODCrDavid N. Baker
Nucy G. (hUson
T1JlDe Somer
David Burp
DeanbScwoU
Parties ofRecol:d
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@SELLSOUTH

Ma)' 9,1997
(7iO)351-91S1

JAMES ATAMPUN -1ft
445 HUHTERS CROSSING
ORNe
ATLGA303U

Deu Customer:
."

We r«endy raYedyour request to swi=hyour 10all pbone senica 10~ carrier. Although
weare diUj)painteft tol~you ..~ 1\ CldmmCr. beI.«u~ marwe hivealreaGyl\Ud1td yoot ••
rcqucn~you wll1 fhordy rccelvcyour final bUt u cocUirmadoa. .

Ifyou~umw::e that we received arequest co s'Wit'dl yourservice,....~ US of the
~em 10 that wean con'CCt it. CII11JS =ny day, It toy time. It t-800-1)3·328S.

, -
IEyou ha.ve elcaed to leave BellSoutb. we'd libyou to COC1Sidu a)QIUwbrk. Please knOw dutwe •
are commicrzd to PtoWlina d1e mostadftdCed tec:MolOlYt the ltighcstlevel ofseMCIand chebest
¥:dut torall ofyourcauuaUl1k:adoas Meek IEyou would lib to resume 8e11Soudt Scr\ob. at If
you would tie to btu~&boat whatwe have to offer, ple:zse cdl1....7)).J28S•.

,.
We ~lue you as t CUStOmer snd look forwvd to servingyou :tflin in tht ne:ar future.

Siaccrdy.

~r:A -f d'
BobDasU~ Msnager--Coosumer Serrices

."

........d-~i1·



. . . .

... -----~_ ... '--.
<t04SS3SB11

PARTIES OF RECORD
Docket No. esfi:Ui7253-U

Mr. Jim Hurt. Dnctor Mr. AllIIn C. Hubblld
Mr. Kennard B. Wood. 300 west $eMce Road
Consumfa' UUllCy COunsel P. O. Box 1D804
2 Mat1in Luther I<lng. Jr. Drive ChantiIy, VA 20153-0804
PlaZa teYeJ East
Atlanta, GA 3033-4 Mr. N8\MtOn M.Ga~

113 Canoord Street
Ms. Stacy Fems-SmIth P.O. Box 832
Alliatant Attorney General Zebulon,GA~
Department d L8W
~Capital Avenue Mr. Chanes A. Hudak
SUi18132 GerTY. friend &S8pr0ncw
Alf8n1a. GA 30334 Three Ravinia Drive

SWta1*
Mr. David I. Adelman, Esq. Atlanta. GA 303<16-2131
Mr. C. CMstopher HaW, Esq.
Suthenand, NbIlI & Brlnnan Mr. Gtaig J. BIsk_
999 Pfllehtr'ee Street. HE Gordon&Gickson
Atlanta, GA 3O!OO..a996 2655~ Street, N.W,

Suite 302
Ms.. Marsha A Ward, Eeq. Wuhingtor\ DC 20031
SeniorCouM~
MOJ Telecommunic8fion, Corp.. Mf. Ric:hllrd M. Rinellar, Esq.
Southern Region Mr. James C. Falvey
780 JahMon Ferry Road Swldler & 8eftn .'

AtIanfB, GA 30342 3000 KShett N.W,
SuIt830C

Mr. James P. 1.&moUl1lWC WashingCon. D.C. 20007
AT&T Communloations ofth.
Sauthem States. Inc. Mr. James D. comerb'd

Room<C048 Lq. Aldridge i Norman
1200 PMclhtree su.et, HE 303 P88Chtree Stntet. SUits 8300
Atiam.. GA 30309 Atlanta. GA 30308

Mr. WlI6am fl Atkinaon Mr'. WiI&am Rice
Spdnt communJcations Co. L<Jng. Aldrldge & Norman
3100 Cumberland Circle One Peactne Center
Atlanta, CiA 30339 303 PII8ChtrM Strclet. NE

SuitlJ5300
Mr. John M. Stuckey. Jr. AtIBntQ.. GA 30308
Gl:aS6\ MclO4lRc;ugh• .shen1It & Harrold
1-408 Peachtree stnNrt. NE
Atlanta, GA 30309

__- ~...~~-------b -..__.."
AU3 25 '9' 17:83



·.

Mr. Pattfck I<. We9ins
Wvgint &Villac:afta
501 East iennessee Street
SUiteS
P. O. 0f8wer 1657
Tenahas., Ft. 32302

Mr. TomAien
Intermed'18 Ccmmunlcaflont, tnc.
3825 Queen Palm DriVe
Tampa, FL 33619-1309

Mr. MIChael S. Btldley
H"1Cks. Maloof .. C;mpbell
Nt2200. Merquls Two Tower
285 Peachtree Center Avenue, NE
AtJlnta, GA 30303-1234

Mr. Charles V. Gerkin. Jr.
Cho~, Ttylor& Fell
SUIte 17QO. The lerwx BuIlding
3388 Peachtree RcBd, NE
At\Inta, GA 30326

Mr. Jonathan Eo canis
lIurMn McGurk Seeger
Mon1$, MIMing & Mllrtln
1800 AlIna Financial C8!ltsr
3343 Pead1tr1e Road. N.e.
Atfan~ Georgia 30326-1044

BrIan SUlmonetti
WoridCom. Inc.
1616 South F8CSeral HighWay
Sulte~

BC1C8 Raton, FL 33432

Mr. EMco C. SortIno
KeIl8y, Drye &Warren
Sub 600
1200 1;tn Street N.W.
Walhlngton. DC 20038

Ms. Nancy GibsOn
Assisbint~ General
~WishingtDn Street
Alfanta. GA 30a34

Mr. Phlfp J. smith
Speci.11y AppolrMd Hearing Officec
0ecqlI Publio S81v1cl COmmIssIOn
2(4 Washlngton Street, S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30334

Ms., llano t.. Sommer
Special AssistantAttomey Gene...1
Ccunltl foe lhe Comml1slon AcMsory Staff
c/o Georgta PubIc Servloe Commission
2<W wethington Street S.W.
A1Iant8, GA 30334

Pemele Melton. Esq.
Lei Common~ons
8180 Greensboro DfJve
Suite 800
Mcl6an, VA 22102

PIG;.e?

** TOTAL PAGE.07 **



I

ATTACHMENT 8A



.~

. ,

@BEUSOUTH

.....T....._CI~1I
P. O. Btl! 100110
CWImllli, SC 29202-3170

.\pril 25, Jl)!)7
(770)521-5++5

MARCEL HINIrf
300 FAIRLEAF CT
ALPHAAErrA GA 30202..783

Dear Customer:

We recently received your request to switch "our IOQl phone service to another carrier. AirhOllbrt1
we lire disilppoinred to lose you itS a cllstmUl:f, Ot ,sssurCtJ 1\14\1 We ha.... e: al~;Jdy hancJlc.:J your
requesrand you will shorrly rt:<"'eive your fil1.ll bill as confinn..ttion.

Ifyou w~re UMware dl:U we received:l requesr (O switch ~rour service. plense noli!)' us of thl:!
problem so rh:lt we em correct it CaU us any day, at any time, ;It 1·800-7,l·3 21:15.

If you have elected to lCOlve BeIlSouth, we'd like YOU [0 considc:r corning ba1:k. PIC3Se know rhar we
.u-e committed to providing the most ~ldvanccd technology, the highest level ofservice and the best
v.due for :111 of your communications n~~ds. If "ou would like to rc:sume BellSouth S~r\'icc, or if
you would like-" to hear more about wl~t we have to offer, plelsC c:Ull·~OO·733·3285.

We \~lue yOU:1S a customer <1nd look f()~'ard to serving you again in dle near fucure.

Sincerdy,
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Cliltolder No. Employee No., _

To help BeIlSouth better seNe you, pfease take a few
moments to complete this carel (pOSTAGE PRE-PAID)

Not No
Slrvlet Slltlfted satllfted Opinion

Appointment Offered
Appointtnent Kept .

Received 8erficesl
Features ReQUeSted

Problem Corrected

Technician

Attitude
Appearance
Efficiency

Commenta: _

Pleest call 611 should you wish to gpeak to someone
concerning your service.

... Th4d YtnI
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I ,

_A~j

, ,

',.,

\ 0'

s



-I
I

...

--------------------------------------~~~:

"

---_ .... ----------- -- -_ ... -~ ..- --~---.-

At BellSouth, we care
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PIIII 203·219 Iss. 1
Mlln;h ~992
Manufactured in U.S.A. for BEUSOUTi1.

by SiecClr - Kell." Tx..

iBELLSOUTH

YOU MAY WANT TO SECURE
THIS DEVICE WITH A PAOLOCJ<

@

Rgure 2

Simply unplusthe modu'ar plul and wait90 seconds
befOre pllJUi"1 inyourtelepnone set to the jack. Now
you have disconnected your inside wire and pluaed_
your set directly into the phone company lines.
Try the phone. If the problem you experienced is still
preseflt then the cause may be in either ttle phone
company's lines or your telephone set. It Ivailable.
re-test using another phone: Otherwise, COfltact your
telephone company and report the problem.
If the problem you e)lJ)erienced is not present, then
the problem Is either In your inside wirina. jacks or a
telephone set. Contact the company or individual of
your choice todothe necessary work on these items. If
you are a subscribertc a TelephOne Company Main
tenal'lce Plan, then contact yourtefephone company
repair dep~rtment and report the problem.
Once you ~avefinished yourtest, unplugyour setand
securely r.connect the modular plug. Close the cover
and screw: the fntener down until the cover is snug
and tight. :

-------., -- ......,..,.,"-""

~...-:~~~~" ~:..:r:......
:,.' ·::~f· I

: r
I

I

....•, ....."

'.'

ORr
~
CuItomer:
TodBY, your local telephone company installed a
device called a Telephone Network Interface at the
point where telephone company lines enter your
hcN.lse or buildi",. (Fillure 1)
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Supplemental Declaration of Samuel King
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Application of BellSouth Corporation,
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc.
for Provision ofIn-Region, InterLATA
Services in Louisiana

)

)

)
)

)
)
)

CC Docket No. 97-231

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF SAMUEL L. KING
ON BEHALF OF MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

1. I am the same Sam King who submitted a declaration in response to BellSouth's Section

271 application for South Carolina. ("King Decl. ").

2. Very little of BellSouth's region-wide ass has changed since I submitted that declaration

last month. In this declaration, I will discuss only the new information. I will first discuss

BellSouth's changes or proposed changes to its ass since I submitted my South Carolina

declaration -- many of which probably came in response to the criticisms of BellSouth's

South Carolina application. I conclude that while BellSouth has promised to fix some of

the many deficiencies with its ass in the future, it has implemented only a very small

number of these fixes. Even these fixes have not yet been shown to work, and the vast

majority of the problems I identified in my South Carolina declaration remain problems

today. I will then discuss MCl's progress in EDI testing with BellSouth which shows that

basic mapping problems remain with BellSouth' s EDI interface. I will next respond briefly

to the comments made by William Stacy in his reply ass affidavit with respect to South



Carolina ("Stacy I SC Reply"). Finally, I will update the results ofMCl's resale trials

which continue to show that BellSouth fails to provision service at parity.

I. BELLSOUTH HAS MADE FEW MODIFICATIONS TO ITS OSS

3. BellSouth has promised to improve some of the deficient processes I discussed in my South

Carolina declaration. Few, if any, of these improvements have yet been implemented,

however. Moreover, with respect to many of the problems I discussed, no progress has

been made. Here, I will briefly discuss those areas in which BellSouth has promised to

make some improvements.

4. BellSouth still has not committed itself to an adequate process of change management; nor

has it provided adequate documentation. King Decl. ~~ 89-92. Although MCl sent

BellSouth a proposal for a change management process on September 19, 1997,

BellSouth's only response to date has been a non-response -- that it will provide a response

in the future. Given BellSouth's failure to commit to any particular change management

process, its assertion that its process of change management is adequate (Stacy I SC Reply ~

63) based on a single example of BellSouth's provision of advanced notice of change to

CLECs is almost comical. As I explained in my South Carolina declaration, there are

numerous examples in which BellSouth provided no notice to CLECs of changes. As I will

describe below in discussing MCl's continued EDl testing, BellSouth continues to provide

inadequate notice of changes and its documentation continues to be, in many instances,

incorrect.

-2-
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5. BellSouth still has not provided MCI with the updated CGI specifications that MCI would

need to attempt to develop an interim solution to integrate the pre-ordering information

provided by BellSouth into its own systems. King Decl. ,-r,-r48-50. Although in its South

Carolina filing BellSouth stated that "BellSouth has provided to interested CLECs a LENS

interface specification that provides data for direct integration into a CLEC's systems"

(BellSouth SC Br. at 26), BellSouth now acknowledges that it "is updating the CGI

specification and will release it in the near future" William Stacy Affidavit on Operating

Support Systems, App. A, Tab 12, ("Stacy I Aff."),-r 44. Indeed, since the time of the

South Carolina filing, BellSouth has sent MCI additional CGI specifications, but these

turned out to be the exact same outdated specifications that BellSouth sent in July.

BellSouth attempts to justify its failure to provide these specifications by asserting that "it

was not until BellSouth received MCl's letter of September 5, 1997 ... that MCI indicated

that it was ready to proceed with ajoint development effort, which provides a reasonable

basis for BellSouth's committing additional resources to this effort." Stacy I SC Reply,-r

39. But, as I explained in my South Carolina declaration, MCI asked repeatedly for the

specifications beginning in May. When BellSouth finally provided outdated specifications

in July, BellSouth's letter indicated its intent to provide updated specifications to MCL

The letter did not state that BellSouth would only proceed to update the specifications if

MCI sent yet another affirmative request for the specifications. In any case, it is now more

than two months past the September 5 letter, and BellSouth still has not provided the

specifications. On November 20, BellSouth told MCI that the "target date" for providing

updated specifications will be December 12.

-3-



6. BellSouth still has not provided MCI with downloads of the RSAG database which, unlike

downloads ofthe MSAG, will enable MCI to perform address validation using its own

systems with confidence that the address validation will yield the correct result. King Decl.

~~ 55-59. After refusing to provide these downloads for many months, BellSouth has

finally promised to provide MCI with estimates of the cost and time involved to provide

MCI with extracts of the RSAG database needed for address validation. To date, however,

BellSouth has not provided even these estimates. Moreover, BellSouth continues to refuse

to provide a download of the complete RSAG database, which is what MCI desires.

7. BellSouth continues to rely on a manual process for reject notifications. King Decl. ~~ 95,

131-36. BellSouth states that it is developing an automated reject capability for which the

initial version "will be operational in November 1997" and for which a full version will be

"operational in the first quarter of 1998." (Stacy I Aff ~ 75). Not only does this statement

implicitly acknowledge the lack ofautomated reject notification today, it is also deceptive.

Although MCI has been asking BellSouth for specifications for reject notification for

months, BellSouth did not provide any such specifications until November, well after MCI

had completed its initial EDI mapping. BellSouth then unilaterally declared that CLECs

should begin testing reject notification in November, ignoring the fact that CLECs

generally cannot instantaneously drop other projects and re-map their systems based on an

announced change from BellSouth -- and again showing the need for a clear process of

change management. Nonetheless, in this case, MCI is attempting to quickly ready its

systems, so that it can test automated reject notifications beginning in late November or

early December. But this re-mapping is likely to prove difficult, since once again the

-4-
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specifications provided by BellSouth lack examples -- a problem which, as explained in

my South Carolina declaration, has caused MCI substantial development problems in the

past (On November 12, BellSouth did provide a single example of one type of reject

transaction -- an example MCI had expected to receive on November 3). Moreover,

BellSouth acknowledged in a CLEC Forum at the end of October that even the process for

automated rejects that it intends to implement early next year will not cover all reject

notifications. BellSouth has yet to make clear which reject notifications will continue to be

sent manually via fax.]

8. BellSouth continues to provide loss notifications via the United States mail. King Decl. ~~

95,186-87. BellSouth states that it has "developed a report for AT&T (called OUTPLOC)

which transmits information such as loss notification ... which can also be accessed by any

CLEC using EDI," Stacy I Aff. ~53. It is unbelievable that BellSouth is willing to make

such a claim. As I made clear in my South Carolina declaration, MCI has asked repeatedly

to receive loss notifications via EDI and has been repeatedly turned down. King Decl. ~ 95,

186-87, aU. 21-23. Indeed, after its filing for South Carolina, BellSouth agreed that it

would provide loss notifications via Network Data Mover (NDM) -- a process superior to

lBellSouth also asserts that it does currently return some rejects electronically (Stacy I SC
Reply ~ 47), but these constitute a small percentage ofall rejects. King Decl. p. 60 n. 15.
BellSouth also claims that its service representatives process rejects for its own retail customers
manually (Stacy I SC Reply ~ 48). However, for CLEC orders, BellSouth representatives not only
process the rejects manually, they in turn transmit them via fax or e-mail to CLECs who must in
turn process the orders manually and then send a corrected order back to BellSouth (where it falls
out for manual processing).

-5-



use ofthe United States mail but inferior to EDI2 As of today, even this interim process

has yet to be implemented.

9. The specifications that BellSouth transmitted for loss notification via NDM also revealed

additional deficiencies in BellSouth's process of loss notification. The specifications

demonstrate that BellSouth does not intend to provide any loss notification (either via the

United States mail or via NDM) in cases ofa partial disconnect (e.g. a customer switches

one of its two lines from MCI to BellSouth or any other CLEC); disconnect of services

identified by circuit (e.g. data services); and disconnect of services identified by terminal

identification (e.g. DID trunks). As a result, in these circumstances, CLECs will be entirely

unaware that their customers have switched to another carrier. This will almost certainly

lead to double billing of customers for a significant period of time as CLECs will continue

to bill customers for services that are in fact being provided by another carrier.

10. BellSouth continues to provide service jeopardies in a manual fashion. King Decl. ~ 95,

137-40. BellSouth has now agreed to aggregate service jeopardies and rejects (until

automated rejects are available) and to send them twice a day. Although this will make it

slightly easier for MCI to track and process service jeopardies and rejects, BellSouth' s

manual processing of rejects and service jeopardies will continue to foster delay and errors.

11. BellSouth still provides no notice to CLECs when BellSouth changes the interexchange

carrier ofa CLEC's local customer. King DecI.~ 188. Although BellSouth claims that

MCl's contention to this effect "is incorrect," BellSouth's claim is belied by its later

2 Later BellSouth stated that it would not be able to provide even the interim NDM process
for loss notifications for 5-7 months; last week, BellSouth again reversed course and agreed to
provide notification via NDM by December 15.

-6-



acknowledgment that the capability to provide such notice "will be available as of the first

quarter of 1998." (Stacy I SC Reply ~ 69). Indeed, on November 14, BellSouth did inform

MCI that by January 16, 1998, it would make available a process for informing MCI that its

customers had changed PICs. This is certainly encouraging. But, as of today, BellSouth is

not yet providing such notice. 3

12. BellSouth continues to rely on TAFI to prove that it is providing nondiscriminatory access

to maintenance and repair for telephone number based services (basic local services such as

resold Plain Old Telephone Service). King Decl. ~~ 199-206. Although BellSouth asserts

that sometime in November it will provide the industry standard TIMI electronic bonding

interface for maintenance and repair (Stacy I Aff ~ 97), it had not done so as of the date of

its filing. MCI remains in discussions with BellSouth on the particular functionality that

will be provided through the TIMI interface, and testing has yet to begin.

13. BellSouth has not yet provided properly formatted CABS BOS bills as it was obligated to

do under its contract with MCI by September 7. King Decl.~~ 209-12. Although BellSouth

claims to have sent MCI five CABS BOS tapes, BellSouth correctly acknowledges that only

on October 23 did BellSouth correct the basic problem with its CABS BOS tapes that MCI

identified in September. Hollett Aff ~ 9. Once this header problem was corrected, MCI

was able to review the data on the rest of the tape. MCI identified three editing problems

any of which would cause the bills to error out in MCl's systems. MCI detailed the

3BellSouth's contention that it sends PIC change confirmation to the carrier (Stacy I SC
Reply ~ 69) must be referring to the IXC who loses or gains the customer, not notification to the
CLEC whose customer is changing IXCs.
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problems to BellSouth in early November, and BellSouth promised to send MCI a new test

tape when the problems had been corrected. To date, BellSouth has not done S04

14. BellSouth asserts that it has fixed two processes since its South Carolina filing. BellSouth

contends that orders for those few unbundled elements that can be placed via EDI will now

flow through BellSouth's systems automatically (Stacy I Aff ~ 59). While this ostensible

improvement is certainly a desirable one, BellSouth presents no test data or data of any

other sort to show that UNE orders will now flow through. Similarly, BellSouth's assertion

that CLECs can now use "the Quickservice or the Connect-Through indicators" in LENS

"to determine if a technician needs to be dispatched" has yet to be demonstrated. (Stacy I

Aff ~ 48). Although the Quickservice and Connect-Through indicators do now appear on

the LENS screens, BellSouth has not provided instruction to CLECs as to use of these

indicators. For example, BellSouth has not informed CLECs as to whether an indicator

from LENS that a technician does not have to be dispatched means that CLECs can request

and obtain a due date of same day or next day for an order of new telephone service.

Indeed, only after repeated inquiries did MCI even learn from BellSouth that the absence of

a Quickservice indicator on the address validation screen is supposed to indicate that a

technician will have to be dispatched to process the order.

15. Hence, BellSouth has implemented few fixes since I wrote my South Carolina declaration

and those it has implemented have not yet been proven to work. In fact, in addition to the

deficiencies I discussed in my South Carolina declaration, I want to briefly mention a few

4BellSouth's assertion that CABS BOS is a guideline rather than a standard is a word game.
Hollett Aff. ~ 8. CABS BOS is the only solution recommended by the industry for billing of resale
and basic unbundled elements.
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other deficiencies which either have become apparent since I wrote that declaration or

which I neglected to mention in that declaration. First, MCI receives downloads of the

PSIMs database showing feature availability by central office. King Decl. ~ 79. It has

become apparent that the database is missing important information and also contains

errors. For example, PSIMS is missing correct voice mail feature information such as the

voice mail platform and the call forwarding information -- information needed in order to

issue an order for voice mail. The fundamental inaccuracies in the PSIMS database -

which BeliSouth has told MCI will take several weeks to correct -- suggest that PSIMS is

not the database for feature availability that BellSouth uses itself IfBeliSouth were using

this database regularly, it would have corrected such basic errors. BellSouth's decision that

CLECs will use different databases than BeliSouth uses and BeliSouth's failure to explain

what differences exist between the two sets of databases prevent CLECs from knowing all

of the discriminatory aspects of BellSouth's ass.

16. Second, MCI has learned that all supplemental orders (e.g. orders that change a pending

order) will fall out of BellSouth's systems for manual processing, thus adding another

source of delay and error to the ordering process. Third, MCI has learned that not only are

rejects processed and transmitted manually by BeliSouth, but when CLECs transmit a

corrected order to BellSouth that order will fall out for manual processing -- again adding

another source of delay and error. Fourth, I neglected to mention in my South Carolina

declaration BeliSouth's failure to properly train its employees to answer CLEC billing

questions. BellSouth divides responsibility for billing questions between the LCSC and the

ICSC (Interexchange Carrier Service Center) The ICSC is the group that has worked with
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IXCs for years. Unfortunately, however, the ICSC has received insufficient training on local

issues. ICSC representatives have little if any familiarity with MCl's interconnection

agreement and generally take an extremely long time to find out the answers to MCI

questions. Finally, as I have already explained, MCI has learned that BellSouth's manual

process of loss notification does not even cover all losses. Thus, not only do almost all of

the problems described in my South Carolina declaration continue to exist, new problems

have become apparent.

II. WILLIAM STACY'S SOUTH CAROLINA REPLY AFFIDAVIT FAILS TO SHOW
THAT BELLSOUTH'S OSS IS NONDISCRIMINATORY

17. In William Stacy's ass reply affidavit regarding South Carolina, he addressed a few of the

problems I raised with respect to BellSouth's ass. Not only do his explanations fail to

cover many of the problems I discussed, his explanations are inadequate even with respect

to the areas he does discuss.

18. Mr. Stacy attempts to justify BellSouth's failure to provide a system to system pre-ordering

interface by asserting that "there has been no demand [for such an interface] outside the

hearing room." Reply Affidavit of William N. Stacy on Performance Measures ("Stacy 2

SC Reply") ~ 31. As I explained in my South Carolina declaration, however, MCI

repeatedly has asked BellSouth to discuss development of an EDI TCPIIP pre-ordering

interface and BellSouth has refused to do so. King Decl. ~ 42.

19. Mr. Stacy responds to several criticisms of LENS by arguing that they are irrelevant,

because they only apply to functions used for orders for new installation of service. (Stacy I

SC Reply. ~~ 18, 24, 28). Stacy implies that because most CLEC orders will be change
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orders, the discriminatory access that exists with respect to pre-ordering functions used for

new installations is somehow rendered irrelevant But not only is BellSouth obligated to

provide nondiscriminatory access to pre-ordering for all types of orders, but BellSouth's

own data shows that new installations constitute a substantial volume of BellSouth's orders

even at these earliest stages of competition. William Stacy Affidavit on Performance

Measures, App. A, Tab 13 (Stacy 2 Aff., Ex. WNS-12).5 In addition, CLECs do need access

to DSAP for due date inquiries even for change orders. Ifa CLEC had access to DSAP to

obtain a due date, this would enable it to "reserve" that due date so that the CLEC could be

at least somewhat comfortable telling a customer the expected installation interval; in

contrast, use of BellSouth's listed installatlOn intervals -- such as its promise that a change

order placed by 3:00 will be processed that day (Stacy 2 SC Reply ~ 28) -- provides no such

comfort. MCl's own data shows that when MCI places orders through LENS (and thus

uses the firm order mode of LENS to obtain a due date from DSAP) BellSouth meets the

date obtained far more often than it meets the dates requested by MCI -- requests which are

based on the promised installation intervals.

20. Mr. Stacy responds to two criticisms of BellSouth's pre-ordering interface -- the need for

multiple address validation (King Decl. ~51 Y' and the inability to receive a calculated due

5 BellSouth is, of course, correct that most CLEC orders at the early stages of competition
are likely to be change orders, but all this does is emphasize that BellSouth's performance data,
which BellSouth claims show parity, actually show better performance for BellSouth retail
customers than for CLECs. This is because for most categories involving change orders -- where
most CLEC orders have been concentrated to date -- BellSouth performs better for its retail
customers than for CLECs.

6Contrary to BellSouth's contentions, when the CLEC customer service representative
validates an address, it often takes more than "a few seconds." (Stacy I SC Reply ~ 26). Especially
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date (King Dec1. ~~70-75) -- by arguing that these difficulties can be avoided by CLECs

that use the firm order mode of LENS. (Stacy I SC Reply ~~ 23,25). However, he does not

even attempt to justify why CLECs should have to use the extremely burdensome firm

order mode of LENS to obtain pre-ordering information. As I explained in my South

Carolina declaration, the firm order mode of LENS requires CLECs to access each pre-

order function in a predetermined sequence (with due date calculation last in the sequence)

and to enter ordering information as if the CLEC were going to use LENS to place an order

(even though the CLEC will then have to enter this same information through EDI). King

Decl. p.23 n.7, p. 32 n.ll. In addition, although Mr. Stacy contends that CLECs can

reserve a phone number in LENS even if they intend to place orders through EDI (Stacy I

SC Reply ~ 23), LENS itself flashes a message suggesting that a phone number or due date

reserved in the firm order mode of LENS will be canceled if the CLEC does not actually

place the order through LENS.? The message states, "Do you really want to cancel? Note:

all current work will be discarded."

when combined with the other delays caused by use of LENS -- the lack ofan automatically
populated telephone number to offer to the customer without use ofthe number reservation
function; the need to scroll through multiple screens to obtain feature and PIC information, and the
increased possibility of being kicked out of the system -- the delays caused by use of LENS are
substantial. With respect to the need to scroll through multiple screens, BellSouth attempts to
divert the Commission by indicating that this process is also required for a BellSouth customer
service representative using DOE (Stacy I SC Reply ~41). -- ignoring the fact that BellSouth must
provide parity for residential orders as well as business orders and a BellSouth representative using
BellSouth's residential system RNS would not have to scroll through multiple screens.

?Mr. Stacy's contention that telephone numbers can be reserved in the firm order mode
reemphasizes the need for BellSouth to provide accurate information in documents and on the
screen concerning the capabilities of its systems. This is also emphasized by Mr. Stacy's claim that
CLECs can select six numbers at a time twice in a single LENS session (Stacy I SC Reply ~24),

something BellSouth has not claimed previously either III discussions with MCI or in testimony.
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21. With respect to BellSouth's failure to provide a customer's tax exempt information as part

of pre-ordering information even though this information is available to BellSouth (King

Dec!. ,-r82), Mr. Stacy first obfuscates the issue by discussing a CLEC's tax exempt status

rather than the customer's status. (Stacy r SC Reply,-r 42). He then attempts to justify

BellSouth's failure to provide this information simply by asserting, without explanation,

that this information is not part of pre-ordering information. (Stacy r SC Reply ,-r 42).

Similarly, Mr. Stacy's attempt to justify BellSouth's failure to provide three pre-ordering

functions being addressed by the OBF (King Oecl. ,-r84) -- by asserting that they are being

addressed "more as ordering functions" -- is a non-explanation. (Stacy r SC Reply ,-r 43).

His claim that MCr can request this functionality through a BFR (Stacy r SC Reply,-r 43)

only emphasizes BellSouth's continued misuse of the BFR process.

22. Mr. Stacy's other efforts to explain away the deficiencies with BellSouth's OSS require

little comment. Mr. Stacy fails to address many deficiencies at all, and, with respect to

others, he does little more than reiterate the position he set forth in his original affidavit.

III. MCI'S TESTING CONTINUES TO SHOW THAT BELL SOUTH'S EDI
INTERFACE DOES NOT YET WORK

23. As r discussed in my South Carolina declaration, MCl's testing with BellSouth has revealed

that as of today, BellSouth' s EDr interface simply does not work. King Decl. ,-r,-r 106-14. In

particular, MCl's early testing revealed four extremely basic problems with BellSouth's

interface that would cause almost all orders to be rejected. MCr has worked with BellSouth

to develop solutions to these problems but these problems have not yet all been corrected.

Moreover, some additional problems have been revealed.
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